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November 1984
Internationai Joint Commission
United States and Canada
Commissioners:
Transmitted
herewith
is
the
1984
Progress
Report
of
the
Great
Lakes
Hater
Quaiity Board. .
This
report
covers
the
activities
of
the
Board
and
its
working
committees
and groups
from November 1983 through October 1984.
Respectfuiiy.
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1983
to
OCTOBER
1984
ACTIVITIES
1. Meetings
The
Board
held
4
meetings,
January
18—19,
l984;
March
30,
l984;
June
26,
1984;
and
October
12,
1984,
in
the
period
covered
by
this
report.
2. Operation of the Board
During
this
period
the
following
changes
in
the
Board's
membership
have
taken place:
Dr.
James
Kingham,
Environment
Canada,
Ontario
Region,
was
appointed
Canadian
Co—Chairman of the Board
replacing Mr.
Howard Ferguson.
Dr.
David Villeneuve, Health and Welfare Canada,
has been appointed replacing
Mr. J.R. Hickman of the same agency.
1
The Board has proposed several changes in its committee structure
(Figure 1). These changes are briefly described below:
Under the Surveillance Work Group, seven lake and connecting channel task
forces have been established to develop surveillance plans and provide a
mechanism for collecting and reporting surveillance and monitoring information
for the Board's reports on Great Lakes water quality.
A Coordinating Committee for the Assessment of Chemicals in the Great
Lakes Ecosystem has been formed to coordinate the collection and dissemination
of information needed by the Toxic Substances Committee, Surveillance Work
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3. Annual Reports
T
h
e
1
9
8
3
R
e
p
o
r
t
on
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
wa
s
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d
to
t
h
e
Commission
in
November
1983.
As
requested
by
the
Commission,
the
Board
will
submit
its
next
m
a
j
o
r
Report
on
Great
Lakes
W
a
t
e
r
Q
ua
l
i
t
y
in
April
1985
wi
t
h
formal
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
of
the
report
at.the
Third
Biennial
Meeting
on
Great
Lakes
Water
Quality
scheduled
to
be
held
June
24-27,
1985
in
Kingston,
Ontario.
The
report
will
focus
on
four
major
issues
affecting
Great
Lakes
water
quality:
a
perspective
on
the
problem
of
toxic
substances
and
management
strategies
for
their
control;
surveillance
and
monitoring
requirements;
the
Areas
of
Concern;
and,
the
status
of
phosphorus
control
programs.
A
proposed
outline
for
the
Board's
l985
Report
is
included
as
Attachment
No.
l.
The
1985
Report
will
not
provide
detailed
information
on
all
aspects
of
the
Agreement
as
in
the
past,
but
rather,
will
focus
on
the
four
issues
noted
above
and
the
Board's
recommendations
with
respect
to
these
issues.
 
 4. Toxic Substances
The
Board
is
aware
that
the
major
concern
for
the
Great
Lakes
today
is
the
presence
of
toxic
substances
in
the
water,
fish,
and
wildlife.
The
public
is
continually
being
informed
of
findings
of
new
substances
in
the
lakes
and
are
warned
against
eating
some
Great
Lakes
fish.
However,
declines
of
some
residues,
such
as
certain
organochlorine
substances,
have
been
observed
in
fish
and
avian
tissue
reflecting
controls
on
these
substances
and
these
will
continue
to
be
monitored
closely.
Some
previously
identified
problems,
e.g.
PCBs, DDT, Hg and mirex, continue.
Additional
chemicals
continue
to
be
identified
in
all
compartments
of
the
Great
Lakes.
However,
it
is
apparent
that
the
ability
to
detect
the
presence
of
substances
in
the
environment
has
greatly
exceeded
the
ability
to
establish
their
significance
and
estimate
the
hazard,
if
any,
which
they
pose.
The
Board
is
developing
an
inventory
of
chemicals
which
have
been
identified
in the
Great
Lakes
and,
through
its
various
Committees,
is
collating
the
available
information
on
the
characteristics
(toxicity,
mutagenicity,
carcenogicity,
etc.),
use
and production,
and
environmental
fate
of
these
chemicals.
Utilizing
this
information,
the
committees
(Human
Health
Effects Committee,
Aquatic
Ecosystem Objectives Committee,
Toxic
Substances
Committee.
and
Surveillance
Work
Group)
will
attempt
to
evaluate
the
potential
hazard that these chemicals pose to human health and the aquatic ecosystem.
Information and
research needs are also being
identified.
It is anticipated
that
the
Board
will
be
in a
position
to provide
the
Commission with
a
list of
chemicals
identified
in
the
Great
Lakes
ecosystem
as
part
of
the
Board's
1985
Report.
The Water Quality Board
has initiated a preliminary assessment of
those chemicals where sufficient information exists to make hazard
assessments, those chemicals for which additional information (use,
characteristics,
toxicity or exposure)
should be developed, and those
chemicals which do not appear to be of immediate concern.
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5. Surveillance and Monitoring
A
major
activity
of
the
Board,
through
its
Surveillance
Work
Group,
has
been
the
development
of
surveillance
and
monitoring
plans
for
each
of
the
Great
Lakes
and
connecting
channels.
These
plans
provide
the
basis
for a
coordinated surveillance and monitoring program in accordance with Annex ll of
the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement which,
if implemented, will
provide
the information needed to assess compliance with pollution control
requirements, progress toward achievement of the Objectives of the Agreement
and to measure local and whole lake response to control measures, and to
identify emerging problems in the Great Lakes System.
The rationale for and status of the surveillance plans are described in
Attachment No. 2. The draft plans represent an elaboration of the original
Great Lakes International Surveiliance Plans (GLISP), reflecting greater
emphasis on toxic substances and embracing a more integrative and holistic
ecosystem approach. The plans are currently being reviewed, both internal and
external of the Board, to ensure scientific validity and pertinence to the
Great Lakes and to the Agreement. The revised plans will be presented to the
Board at its 64th Meeting in January, l985.
I In addition to providing the rationale for the Great Lakes surVeillance
plans, Attachment No. 2 identifies several concerns (i.e., quality assurance,
data access and manipulation, and data interpretation and reporting) which the l
Water Quality Board wishes to bring to the attention of the Commission with
regard to: l) facilitating the coordination of surveillance activities;
2) strengthening linkages with administration of remedial programs; 3)
ensuring that high quality data is produced; and 4) ensuring effective
implementation of the plans. The Board has especially focused on the quality
assurance issue this year. Environment Canada and the U.S. EPA, on the
recommendation of the Board, have agreed to fund a position of Great Lakes
Quality Assurance Coordinator who will have the responsibility for developing
and monitoring the implementation of a quality assurance program for
environmental measurements carried out by institutions that support the l978
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.
 The jurisdictions are developing Remedial Action Plans for each of the
Areas of Concern within the Great Lakes System. Among other things, these
Remedial Action Plans will describe the surveillance and monitoring activities
necessary to track the effectiveness of remedial actions taken to restore uses
in each Area of Concern. These surveillance and monitoring activities should
be incorporated in the surveillance plans for the various lakes and connecting
channels.
6. Areas of Concern
The Water Quality Board has been frustrated by the lack of progress or its
inability to demonstrate progress in resolving the problems identified as
Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes System. The Board will continue to place
a top priority on resolution of this issue.
In l98l the Board identified l8 Class "A" and 21 Class "8" Areas of
Concern in the Great Lakes ecosystem.
In its l983 Report the Water Quality Board provided the Commission with a
review of the progress in cleanup of the l8 Class "A" Areas of Concern which
were identified in l981 and evaluated in l982. Those l8 locales contain some
of the most serious and long standing water quality problems in the Great
Lakes.
This year the Board has been collecting any new environmental dataand
updated remedial measures information on the 2l Class "B" Areas of Concern
which were also identified in 198l. The problems in the Class "8" areas are
generally not considered as serious as those in the Class "A" areas. However,
the designation of Areas of Concern has been based on relatively imprecise
criteria. Qualifiers such as "significant" environmental degradation and
demonstration of "severe" impairment of beneficial uses are contained in the
guidelines which the Board has used for designating Class "A" Areas of
Concern. The use of such criteria was relatively easy in the designation of
the more obvious pollution effects in the Great Lakes. For example, sediments
in one Class "A" Area of Concern, the Waukegan Harbor are so heavily
contaminated with PCBs that they would be classified as a 'hazardous waste' if
they are removed by dredging. Contaminated sediments in other areas may be
-6-
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contributing
to
the
body
burden
of
contaminants
such
as
PCB,
Hg
and
DDT
in
fish
and
other
aquatic
organisms,
but
it
is
not
clear
whether
such
sediments
are
the
major
or
even
a
significant
source
of
contamination.
The
initial
responsibility
for
identifying
Areas
of
Concern
currently
lies
with
the
Great
Lakes
jurisdictions.
Through
the
Water
Quality
Board,
agencies
are
asked
to
identify
Areas
of
Concern
in
their
jurisdiction.
The
first
consideration
in
determining
whether
a
site
should
be
designated
as
an
Area
of
Concern
is
if
one
or
more
Agreement
objectives,
water
quality
criteria
or
jurisdictional
water
quality
standards
are
exceeded.
The
available
environmental
data
on
sediment,
biota
and
water
were
then
reviewed
with
regard
to
the
number
of
parameters
exceeded,
the
period
of
time
exceedances
have
occurred;
the
magnitude
of
ambient
levels
compared
to
objectives,
and
the
amount
and
age
of
the
data.
This
review
led
to
a
classification
of
the
areas
into
"A"
or
"B".
The
severity
of
the
problem
in
terms
of
uses
impacted,
the
nature
of
causes
(current
or
historic),
and
transboundary
implications
were
then
considered.
The
final
decision
on
identifying
the
18
Class
"A"
and
Zl
Class
"B"
Areas
of
Concern
was
based
on
a
considerable
degree
of
professional
judgement and subjective analysis.
The
Board's
Programs
Committee
has
developed
criteria
which
the
Board
believes can be used to provide a more objective basis for designating Areas
of Concern in the Great Lakes ecosystem.
There are many other areas for which
we need to maintain a watch and evaluate the effects of pollution control or
identify potential problems before they develop into Areas of Concern.
The Programs Committee is also considering specific guidelines, including
definitions of terms which can be used as the basis for evaluating the
problems in the various Areas of Concern and assessing the adequacy of
remedial programs for cleaning them up.
The proposed criteria and guidelines
are described in Attachment No. 3.
Considering the lack of specific criteria for Areas of Concern, the Board
has decided to provide the Commission with some preliminary observations and
conclusions on the status of Great Lakes pollution control programs in the
Class "B" areas based on its preliminary review of the information submitted
by the jurisdictions (Attachment No. 4). The Board will review all of the
_'I_
 Areas
of
Concern
in
accordance
with
the
new
criteria
and
will
provide
a
comprehensive
report
on
this
review
as
part
of
the
Board's
1985
Report
on
Great Lakes Water Quality.
7. Phosphorus
The
Parties
are
proceeding
with
preparation
of
phosphorus
load
reduction
plans
to achieve
the
phosphorus
target
loads
for
Lake Erie
and
Lake Ontario
pursuant
to the
Phosphorus
Load
Reduction
Supplement
to Annex
3 of
the
1978
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.
The
estimate
of
the
further
phosphorus
load
reduction
required
to achieve
the
target load
for
Lake Ontario
is
being
reviewed
and
may be
revised
by the
Parties.
It
is
anticipated
that
the
Parties
will
table
their
detailed
phosphorus
load
reduction
plans
with
the
Commission
in April
l985,
as
specified
in the
Annex 3 Supplement.
The Water Quality
Board
agreed
to
the
establishment
of
a Nonpoint
Source
Subcommittee
under
the
Water
Quality
Programs
Committee.
The
general
charge
to the
Subcommittee
is to assess
the
extent
of
nonpoint
source
pollution
in
the
Great
Lakes
basin
and
recommend
programs
for
its
control.
Terms
of
Reference
and
proposed
membership
for this
subcommittee
are
provided
in
Attachment
No.
5.
The
Subcommittee
will
also
be
available
to
assist
the
Board
in a
review
of
the
phosphorus
load
reduction
plans which
are
expected
to focus
on nonpoint source control to achieve the required reductions.
8. Municipal and Industrial Point Sources
Since
l973,
the
Water
Quality Board
has monitored
and
reported
on
the
development and
implementation
of
programs
and
other measures
to
abate,
control,
and
prevent
pollution
of
the
Great
Lakes
system
from municipal
and
industrial
sources.
In 1981,
1982,
and
l983
the
Board
reported
on
the
pulp
and
paper
industry,
the
petroleum
refining
industry,
and
municipal
wastewater
treatment,
respectively.
Significant
progress
has
been
reported
in terms
of
-3-
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reductions
of
loadings
of
conventional
pollutants,
such
as
BOD.
suspended
solids,
oil
and
grease,
heavy
metals,
and
some
toxic
chemicals
such
as
cyanide.
Computerized
data
bases
are
being
developed
by
the
Parties
to
provide
the
Board
and
the
Commission
with
a complete
inventory of
municipal
and
industrial
wastewater treatment facilities in the Great Lakes basin, their pollution
abatement requirements. and available information on the amounts and
characteristics of their discharges.
The specific point source information
which the Board believes should be provided by the Parties is described in
Attachment No. 6.
These data should be made available to the IJC Great Lakes
Regional Office in a computerized form to facilitate the preparation of
summaries and analyses of the data as required by the Board.
One of the
principal uses of the data base will be to develop estimates of the annual
municipal and industrial point source loadings of phosphorus to the Great
Lakes.
Procedures are being developed to ensure that the data provided in these
inventories is correct in terms of that which is reported to the
jurisdictions. It is recognized that the data are collected by the
jurisdictions for their pollution control programs. In most cases the data
reported on flow rates and effluent characteristics are "self—monitoring" data
provided to the regulatory agencies by the dischargers. At this time the
Board is relying on data quality assurance programs in the various
jurisdictions for assurance that these data are correct and of acceptable
quality. As noted in Section 5 of this report, the Board has recently
authorized the appointment of a Quality Assurance Coordinator to encourage the
submission to the Board of acceptable quality data and promote coordination
between point source monitoring and environmental surveillance activities in
the Great Lakes basin.
9. Dredging
In January 1982, the Dredging Subcommittee produced "Guidelines and
Register for the Evaluation of Great Lakes Dredging Projects“, which supports
the site—specific approach to the environmental review of dredging projects
and provides guidelines for use in such a review. These guidelines have been
-9-
 recommended by the Board and the Commission and are being used by the Great
Lakes jurisdictions.
Bioassessment of the sediments in areas where dredging is required was
suggested as part of the site by specific evaluation procedures. However,
standard or comparable procedures for such assessments are not available. The
Dredging Subcommittee, through comparative studies of the sediments from two
Great Lakes harbors and a workshop on bioassessment techniques. is developing
recommendations for their use in evaluating the potential effects of dredging
and open water dredge spoil disposal on biota.
The Dredging Subcommittee also maintains a register of dredging projects
in the Great Lakes. It is proposed to publish a summary report on dredging
activities carried out forthe period l979—1984.
-10-
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7 ATTACHMENT N0. 1
1985 REPORT ON GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY
List of Tables and Figures
Introduction
Focus of Report is on the major problem facing the Great Lakes; Toxic
Substances. It will also include reports on; Areas of Concern,
Phosphorus, and Surveillance.
Recommendations
Toxic Substances
Areas of Concern. including the new criteria/system
Phosphorus
Surveillance
l. Toxic Substances
Statement of the Problem:
This section discusses the current knowledge of toxic chemicals in
the Great Lakes including: toxic chemicals in fish, in—place toxic
chemicals, sources (known and unknown), and magnitude of number of
chemicals of toxic quality in the environment.
Current Programs:
This section describes the programs of Parties to control the release
of toxic chemicals, the warning systems (fish advisories). and the
removal of in—place toxic chemicals. This section will also discuss
the activities of the Coordinating Committee for the Assessment of
Chemicals in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.
Research and Surveillance Needs:
This section describes the on—going and needed additional research
and surveillance related to toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes.
Human Health:
This section describes what is the current and needed programs that
deal with human health impacts of toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes.
- 12 _
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Areas of Concern
Background of the Areas of Concern Concept:
This
section
describes
the
history
of
the
Areas
of
Concern,
including
the
evolution
of
Class
"A"
and
"B" areas.
This
section
will
also
have a summary of the Class "B" inventory recently completed by the
IJC staff.
Description of the New Criteria:
This section explains in detail the new criteria that will be used to
deal with Areas of Concern.
It will describe the new criteria as the
rational next step to dealing with the Areas of Concern.
Listing and Classification of the Areas of Concern:
~Using the new criteria, this section will describe each Area of
Concern according to its relative significance and progress in the
development of Remedial Action Plans for restoring uses.
Phosphorus
Background:
This section will review the problem of phosphorus in the Great Lakes
and describe programs being implemented in accordance with Annex 3 to
control phosphorus inputs.
Status:
This section will report on the progress, in terms of load reductions
achieved, as well as the remaining problems and targeted reductions.
Observed impacts of phosphorus load reductions in terms of in-lake
phosphorus concentrations and other eutrophication indices will also
be reported.
The Programs:
This section will give a report on the point and non—point programs
underway and plans to deal with the remaining problems related to
phosphorus control.
Surveillance
Description of the Surveillance Program:
This will be the overview and strategy of the surveillance programs
for the Great Lakes. It will describe the reason that the various
lake plans are different and what common threads exist. It also will
discuss the Parties‘ ability to implement the plans as recommended.
-13..
  
— Summary of the Lake Plans:
This will be a brief description of the plans for surveillance of
each Lake.
— Summary of Lake Status:
This will be a brief discussion of the status of each of the Great
Lakes with a more detailed summary of the status of Lakes Huron and
Erie based on the intensive survey reports.
5. Agreement Progress
— Point source compliance
— Non—point source pollution
— Pollution from shipping activities
— Dredging
— Discharges from onshore and offshore facilities
— Hazardous polluting Substances
— Airborne pollutants -
- Objectives, standards and limited use zones
These sections will be brief. Reporting existing information on
these topics. (Perhaps page each).
Membership List
Glossary
6. 'Appendices.
- The Appendices will be identified as necessary and as agreed upon by
the Water Quality Board.
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ATTACHMENT N0. 2
RATIONALE FOR AND STATUS OF SURVEILLANCE PLANS
FOR THE GREAT LAKES AND CONNECTING CHANNELS
RATIONALE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE PLANS
Great Lakes monitoring and surveillance activities have a long history of
being fragmented and discontinuous. whereby two federal governments, eight
states, and two provinces have variously conducted pertinent programs. In an
effort to provide for better coordination and continuity, the Great Lakes
International Surveillance Plan (GLISP) was prepared in the late l970's under
the auspices of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of l972 (and renewed
and revised in 1978) between Canada and the United States.
The GLISP called for both an annual surveillance and monitoring program on
each lake and connecting channel, and a periodic intensive component which
would focus on a particular lake. In practice, except for annual compliance
monitoring of water quality objectives, the intensive surveys have received
the most emphasis. Because of the large sizes and generally long water
retention times of the lakes, long—term changes in water quality occur slowly;
therefore, programs under GLISP were to follow a nine—year cycle of intensive
activity on each lake. The purpose of the intensive survey was to provide a
comprehensive integrated state—of—the-lake assessment. The intensive survey
being completed this year on Lake Superior represents completion of the first
cycle. .
Since the development of GLISP, the review of accumulated data has
identified a need to modify the surveillance strategies in order to more
effectively address current Great Lakes water quality issues and problems.
This need for modification also reflects changes in program emphasis toward
toxic substances, especially accumulation in sediment and fish, and in the
thinking of the water Quality Board and the International Joint Commission
communities as a whole towards surveillance (i.e., that surveillance and
monitoring must embrace the ecosystem approach). Accordingly, the Board
established‘seven lake and connecting channel task forces in spring 1983 and
charged them, among other things, to revise GLISP by designing a
scientifically defensible surveillance plan which, in its professional
judgement, is necessary and sufficient to meet the requirements of the 1978
Canada—United States Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.
The seven task forces (one each for the five Great Lakes and one each for
the
uppe
r an
d lo
wer
conn
ecti
ng c
hann
els)
were
char
ged
with
deve
lopi
ng a
nd
revi
ewin
g, o
n an
annu
al
basi
s, d
esig
n de
tail
s of
an i
nter
nati
onal
surv
eill
ance
plan for their respective portion of the Great Lakes. Members were selected
by
the
Sur
vei
lla
nce
Wor
k G
rou
p t
o s
erv
e b
eca
use
of
the
ir
pro
fes
sio
nal
exp
ert
ise
and
exp
eri
enc
e.
The
y
wer
e sp
eci
fic
all
y c
hal
len
ged
to
dev
elo
p
sci
ent
ifi
cal
ly
def
ens
ibl
e p
lan
s u
nen
cum
ber
ed
by
pre
sen
t p
rog
ram
s,
aff
ili
ati
on,
or
fin
anc
ial
con
sid
era
tio
ns.
Alt
hou
gh
the
Sur
vei
lla
nce
wor
k G
rou
p p
rov
ide
d a
com
mun
ica
tio
n l
ink
amo
ng
the
tas
k f
orc
es,
it
did
not
str
uct
ure
the
ir
act
ivi
tie
s o
r d
ire
cti
ons
; i
nst
ead
, f
ree
and
cre
ati
ve
inp
ut
to
the
pla
ns
was
encouraged.
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STATUS OF THE DRAFT PLANS
Drafts
of
all
the
plans
have
been
completed
to
date
except
for
Lake
Superior and the Niagara River.
   
The Lake Superior Task Force recommends completing
its plan following
completion of
its intensive survey report.
It expects
to rely heavily upon
the results of the intensive survey in developing its plan.
The plan is
scheduled for completion in 1985.
     
    
 
Similarly, in order to avoid duplication, development of the plan for the
Niagara River was deferred, pending completion and release of the report of
the Niagara River Toxics Committee.
Using that report as a basis, the Niagara
& St. Lawrence Rivers Task Force will prepare a plan for the Niagara River.
The plan will be completed by March. 1985.
      
    
REVIEW OF THE PLANS
  
The Surveillance Work Group and its task forces have recommended that the
plans be reviewed, internal and external of the Water Quality Board, to assure
their scientific integrity and ability to meet surveillance and monitoring
requirements under the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. The review is
being conducted by major compenents across all of the plans.
For example,
individuals with expertise in contaminants will be asked to review each of the
plans with specific focus on the contaminants sections.
The reviewers are
being requested to examine the plans for: 1) scientific validity; 2)
pertinence to the Great Lakes and the Water Quality Agreement; 3) adequacy of
treatment of components within each plan; and 4) adequacy of treatment of
components among plans.
External reviewers consist of scientists within the
Great Lakes research community and elsewhere in Canada and the United States.
Internal review was initiated following the Board's 63rd meeting; at least
three sets of plans sent to each Water Quality Board member for review within
their respective agency.
 
    
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
     
  
  
    
vThe timetable for review is as follows:
0 October 12. Draft Plans presented to NOB discussion and submission
for agency review.
  
     
0 November 30. Deadline to receive external review and agency comments.
      
0 December 12. Deadline for submission of revisions to the
Surveillance Work Group.
0 January 16—11, 1985. Submission of revised Plans to the water
Quality Board.
 
 GENERAL HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PLANS
The International Joint Commission, the Great Lakes Fishery Commission,
and the l2 associated state, provincial, and federal Great Lakes resource
agencies are committed to the ecosystem approach for the resolution of water
quality and other major Great Lakes issues. This means that surveillance must
become holistic. The ideal product from such a holistic program in the Great
Lakes is a coherent annual "snapshot" which is an accurate gauge of the health
of the system.
The ecosystem approach requires a change, more so in focus than in
methodology. No major change is anticipated in the basic sampling and
analysis techniques except that more biology is included in these plans in
comparison to the original GLISP. What is required is coordination at the
planning, implementation, and reporting levels in order to link appropriate
surveillance components. This will entail selection of common sampling sites,
sampling schedules, and data collection targets, and will also include
comp
atib
le d
ata
reco
rdin
g an
d st
orag
e.
The
summ
ariz
atio
n pr
oces
s wi
ll a
lso
req
uir
e u
se
of
com
mon
due
dat
es
and
use
of
sta
nda
rd
ter
ms
to
link
wat
er
qua
lit
y a
nd
the
sta
tus
of
the
eco
sys
tem
.
The
obj
ect
ive
has
bee
n t
o m
ake
surv
eill
ance
prog
rams
more
effe
ctiv
e in
an e
cosy
stem
sens
e, n
ot t
o en
larg
e
them. a
At
the
out
set
, t
hes
e P
lan
s r
epr
ese
nt
an
att
emp
t t
o i
nte
gra
te
the
nec
ess
ary
com
pon
ent
s,
wit
h t
he
aim
to
ach
iev
e g
rea
tly
imp
rov
ed
dat
a q
ual
ity
and
com
par
abi
lit
y.
The
fir
st
req
uir
eme
nt
for
the
ong
oin
g p
rog
ram
is
tha
t p
lan
s b
e
est
abl
ish
ed
to
com
ple
te
thi
s
pro
ces
s
of
lin
kin
g
the
com
pon
ent
s
fro
m w
ate
r
qua
lit
y
pro
gra
ms
thr
oug
h
the
var
iou
s
lev
els
of
the
foo
d
cha
in.
His
tor
ica
l
dat
a
ser
ies
sho
uld
not
be
aba
ndo
ned
,
sim
ply
to
sat
isf
y
the
nee
d
for
co
or
di
na
ti
on
(a
lt
ho
ug
h
th
is
co
ul
d
ha
pp
en
in
so
me
ca
se
s)
,
and
wa
ys
mu
st
be
fo
un
d
to
ph
as
e
ov
er
to
an
ec
os
ys
te
m
pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e
wi
th
mi
ni
ma
l
los
s
of
co
mp
ar
ab
il
it
y
wi
th
pa
st
da
ta
.
Th
e
se
co
nd
re
qu
ir
em
en
t
is
cr
ea
ti
on
of
an
ev
al
ua
ti
on
pr
oc
es
s
wh
ic
h
wil
l
me
as
ur
e
pr
og
re
ss
to
wa
rd
s
th
e
ide
al
pr
og
ra
m.
Th
e
th
ir
d
re
qu
ir
em
en
t
is
so
me
as
su
ra
nc
e
of
pr
og
ra
m
co
nt
in
ui
ty
.
Wi
th
th
es
e
go
al
s
in
mi
nd
,
th
e
Pl
an
s
co
nt
ai
n
th
e
fo
ll
ow
in
g
hi
gh
li
gh
ts
wh
ic
h
ar
e
de
pa
rt
ur
es
or
im
pr
ov
em
en
ts
up
on
th
e
or
ig
in
al
GL
IS
P.
0
To
wa
rd
s
an
ec
os
ys
te
m
ap
pr
oa
ch
(i
.e
..
mo
re
in
te
gr
at
iv
e
an
d
ho
li
st
ic
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
a
be
tt
er
ba
la
nc
e
of
ph
ys
ic
al
,
ch
em
ic
al
,
an
d
bi
ol
og
ic
al
considerations).
0
Mo
re
em
ph
as
is
on
th
e
co
nn
ec
ti
ng
ch
an
ne
ls
as
di
sc
re
te
re
so
ur
ce
s.
0
Ge
ne
ri
c
co
mp
on
en
ts
wh
en
wa
rr
an
te
d
(e
.g
.,
at
mo
sp
he
ri
c
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
co
mm
on
to
th
e
en
ti
re
Ba
si
n)
.
0
In
di
vi
du
al
is
ti
c
co
mp
on
en
ts
wh
en
wa
rr
an
te
d
(e
.g
.,
ha
bi
ta
t
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
,
bi
ol
og
ic
al
co
mm
un
it
y
st
ru
ct
ur
e
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
,
et
c.
,
of
sp
ec
if
ic
co
nc
er
n
in
ce
rt
ai
n
la
ke
s
or
co
nn
ec
ti
ng
ch
an
ne
ls
).
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 0 Annual planning and implementation instead of periodic. intensive
surveys. -
o More detailed planning and up—front quality assurance.
0 Improved accountability and coordination.
In
con
tra
st
to
the
ori
gin
al
GLI
SP.
the
se
Pla
ns
are
dyn
ami
c a
nd
exp
ect
to
be
rev
iew
ed
ann
ual
ly
and
upd
ate
d a
s n
ece
ssa
ry.
The
Boa
rd
is
awa
re
tha
t s
ome
com
pon
ent
s a
re
not
as
com
pre
hen
siv
ely
dev
elo
ped
as
oth
ers
.
It
is
hop
ed
tha
t
som
e i
mpr
ove
men
ts
can
be
acc
omp
lis
hed
thr
oug
h t
he
rev
iew
pro
ces
s c
urr
ent
ly
und
erw
ay.
Oth
er
imp
rov
eme
nts
will
occ
ur
as
the
pla
ns
mov
e f
rom
con
cep
t t
owa
rd
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
and
thr
oug
h t
he
ann
ual
upd
ati
ng
pro
ces
s a
s n
ew
sci
ent
ifi
c
information is accrued.
Mor
eov
er,
the
Boa
rd
wil
l
und
ert
ake
spe
cif
ic
ini
tia
tiv
es,
as
nec
ess
ary
,
to
ins
tit
ute
req
uir
ed
imp
rov
eme
nts
in
mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
sur
vei
lla
nce
act
ivi
tie
s.
For
exa
mpl
e,
the
Boa
rd'
s S
urv
eil
lan
ce
Wor
k G
rou
p h
as
alr
ead
y i
den
tif
ied
the
nee
d t
o m
ore
com
pre
hen
siv
ely
add
res
s m
oni
tor
ing
and
sur
vei
lla
nce
in
Are
as
of
Con
cer
n a
nd,
con
seq
uen
tly
,
is
org
ani
zin
g a
wor
ksh
op
on
thi
s m
att
er.
Sim
ila
rly
, t
he
Boa
rd
enc
our
age
s d
ial
ogu
e w
ith
oth
er
org
ani
zat
ion
s,
suc
h a
s t
he
Cou
nci
l o
f G
rea
t L
ake
s E
nvi
ron
men
tal
Adm
ini
str
ato
rs,
wit
h i
nte
res
ts
and
con
cer
ns
rel
ate
d t
o m
oni
tor
ing
and
sur
vei
lla
nce
.
Cur
ren
tly
, t
he
Boa
rd
is
mai
nta
ini
ng
com
mun
ica
tio
n w
ith
the
Cou
nci
l c
onc
ern
ing
its
pro
pos
ed
pro
gra
m o
n
atm
osp
her
ic
loa
din
g
of
tox
ic
che
mic
als
to
the
Gre
at
Lak
es.
SPECIFIC HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PLANS
Lake Ontario
The
dra
ft
pla
n f
or
Lak
e O
nta
rio
is
the
mos
t d
eta
ile
d a
nd
com
pre
hen
siv
e o
f
the
var
iou
s
lak
e p
lan
s.
Tas
k F
orc
e m
emb
ers
, b
ase
d l
arg
ely
on
exp
eri
enc
e
gai
ned
fro
m t
he
Nia
gar
a R
ive
r T
oxi
cs
Com
mit
tee
, c
ons
ide
red
tha
t m
ore
det
ail
ed
and
"up
—fr
ont
"
pla
nni
ng
imp
rov
ed
the
pot
ent
ial
for
imp
lem
ent
ati
on,
qua
lit
y
ass
ura
nce
,
com
pat
ibi
lit
y
and
acc
oun
tab
ili
ty.
The
pla
n
add
res
ses
the
maj
or
iss
ues
of:
1)
hum
an
hea
lth
; 2
) a
qua
tic
eco
sys
tem
sta
tus
,
inc
lud
ing
con
tam
ina
nts
, e
utr
oph
ica
tio
n,
hab
ita
t c
ond
iti
ons
and
str
uct
ure
of
the
bio
tic
com
mun
ity
;
3)
Are
as
of
Con
cer
n;
and
4)
sur
vei
lla
nce
—re
lat
ed
res
ear
ch
req
uir
eme
nts
.
The
pla
n c
all
s f
or
a b
ett
er
bal
anc
e b
etw
een
wat
er
che
mis
try
and
bio
log
ica
l c
ons
ide
rat
ion
s,
att
emp
tin
g t
o e
mbr
ace
the
eco
sys
tem
app
roa
ch.
Lake Erie
Bec
aus
e o
f i
nte
nsi
ve
mun
ici
pal
and
ind
ust
ria
l
lan
d u
se
in
the
Lak
e E
rie
bas
in,
the
nea
rsh
ore
com
pon
ent
of
the
mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
sur
vei
lla
nce
pla
n i
s m
ost
com
pre
hen
siv
ely
dev
elo
ped
.
The
foc
us
is
on
tri
but
ary
and
poi
nt
sou
rce
loa
din
g.
The
tas
k f
orc
e r
eco
mme
nds
a g
rea
ter
use
of
wat
er
int
ake
s a
s s
amp
lin
g
sta
tio
ns
in
mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
sur
vei
lla
nce
act
ivi
tie
s.
It
als
o s
ugg
est
s t
hat
the
re
is
ins
uff
ici
ent
inf
orm
ati
on
ava
ila
ble
to
des
ign
an
ade
qua
te
mon
ito
rin
g
and
sur
vei
lla
nce
pro
gra
m i
n L
ake
Eri
e's
man
y A
rea
s o
f C
onc
ern
.
Con
seq
uen
tly
,
the
Lak
e E
rie
Tas
k F
orc
e h
as
bee
n t
he
maj
or
imp
etu
s b
ehi
nd
the
Sur
vei
lla
nce
Hor
k G
rou
p's
eff
ort
tow
ard
s a
n A
rea
s o
f C
onc
ern
Mon
ito
rin
g W
ork
sho
p.
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Lake Huron
The Lake Huron plan was favorably influenced by experiences gained during
the 1980 intensive survey. Based on analyses of the open lake intensive
survey, recommendations were made on numbers of cruises and numbers of
stations necessary to implement an effective long—term monitoring program.
The plan is organized by: 1) inputs; 2) outputs; 3) areas of effect.
including open lake, nearshore, Areas of Concern and wildlife; 4) quality
control; and 5) surveillance-related research needs. Although not as detailed
as the Lake Ontario plan, the Lake Huron plan is comprehensive with a summary
of measurements and the media in which they are to be made for each
operational component. The Straits of Mackinac is being addressed as part of
the Lake Huron plan.
Lake Michigan
The
Lak
e M
ich
iga
n p
lan
is
org
ani
zed
by
the
fol
low
ing
ope
rat
ion
al
com
pon
ent
s:
1)
tri
but
ari
es;
2)
poi
nt
sou
rce
s;
3)
wat
er
int
ake
s;
4)
ope
n l
ake;
5)
wil
dli
fe;
6)
atm
osp
her
ic
dep
osi
tio
n;
7)
Are
as
of
Con
cer
n;
and
8)
ind
ire
ct
mea
sur
es
of
wat
er
qua
lit
y.
The
pla
n a
lso
add
res
ses
sur
vei
lla
nce
—re
lat
ed
res
ear
ch
and
qua
lit
y a
ssu
ran
ce.
The
pla
n i
s t
he
lea
st
det
ail
ed
of
the
dra
ft
pla
ns,
sin
ce
the
tas
k f
orc
e h
as
con
sid
ere
d s
epa
rat
ion
of
the
ove
ral
l p
lan
int
o
a p
lan
nin
g d
ocu
men
t (
cur
ren
tly
ava
ila
ble
) a
nd
an
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
doc
ume
nt
(to
be prepared).
The Upper Connecting Channels
The
Upp
er
Con
nec
tin
g
Cha
nne
ls
inc
lud
e
the
St.
Mar
ys,
St.
Cla
ir
and
Det
roi
t
Riv
ers
and
Lak
e S
t.
Cla
ir.
In
con
tra
st
to
the
ori
gin
al
GLI
SP,
the
tas
k
for
ce
co
ns
id
er
ed
th
es
e
wa
te
rw
ay
s
as
di
st
in
ct
en
ti
ti
es
ra
th
er
th
an
as
tr
ib
ut
ar
ie
s
to
lak
es.
Se
pa
ra
te
pl
an
s
ha
ve
be
en
de
ve
lo
pe
d
fo
r
ea
ch
of
th
e
wa
te
rw
ay
s.
Th
e
pl
an
s
fo
cu
s
he
av
il
y
on
to
xi
c
co
nt
am
in
an
ts
but
al
so
in
cl
ud
e
ec
os
ys
te
m
qu
al
it
y,
es
pe
ci
al
ly
ha
bi
ta
t
ev
al
ua
ti
on
.
Th
e
pl
an
s
es
ta
bl
is
h
a
lo
ng
—t
er
m
fr
am
ew
or
k f
or
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
an
d
su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.
Th
e
bi
na
ti
on
al
st
ud
y
on
th
e
Up
pe
r
Co
nn
ec
ti
ng
Ch
an
ne
ls
wi
ll
fo
cu
s
re
so
ur
ce
s,
th
er
eb
y
en
ab
li
ng
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
ma
ny
of
th
e
el
em
en
ts
of
th
e
pl
an
.
Th
e
ta
sk
fo
rc
e
re
co
mm
en
ds
th
at
th
e
bi
na
ti
on
al
st
ud
y
co
ul
d
mo
st
pr
of
it
ab
ly
fo
cu
s
it
s
ef
fo
rt
s
on
to
xi
c
co
nt
am
in
an
ts
in
ge
ne
ra
l
an
d
sp
ec
if
ic
al
ly
on
co
mb
in
ed
se
we
r
ov
er
fl
ow
s
an
d
th
ei
r
co
nt
ri
bu
ti
on
to
to
xi
c
co
nt
am
in
at
io
n
an
d
eu
tr
op
hi
ca
ti
on
.
St. Lawrence River
Th
e
St
.
La
wr
en
ce
Ri
ve
r
pl
an
is
in
ma
ny
wa
ys
si
mi
la
r
to
th
e
La
ke
On
ta
ri
o
pl
an
.
al
be
it
wi
th
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
fo
cu
s
on
ri
ve
ri
ne
fe
at
ur
es
.
CR
IT
IC
AL
IS
SU
ES
AF
FE
CT
IN
G
SU
CC
ES
SF
UL
IM
PL
EM
EN
TA
TI
ON
OF
TH
E
LA
KE
S
AN
D
CO
NN
EC
TI
NG
CH
AN
NE
LS
SU
RV
EI
LL
AN
CE
PL
AN
S
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
an
d
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
in
vo
lv
es
pl
an
ni
ng
,
co
or
di
na
ti
on
an
d
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
.
Th
e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
Pl
an
(G
LI
SP
)
pr
im
ar
il
y
ad
dr
es
se
d
pl
an
ni
ng
an
d
th
er
e
wa
s
li
tt
le
fo
ll
ow
th
ro
ug
h
on
co
or
di
na
ti
on
an
d
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
.
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 Many
indi
vidu
als
invo
lved
in G
reat
Lake
s mo
nito
ring
and
surv
eill
ance
act
ivi
tie
s h
ave
poi
nte
d t
o t
he
lac
k o
f "
up-
fro
nt"
coo
rdi
nat
ion
as
the
maj
or
sho
rtc
omi
ng
of
GLI
SP.
Mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
sur
vei
lla
nce
pro
gra
ms
in
the
Gre
at
Lak
es
are
fra
gme
nte
d a
mon
g m
any
jur
sid
ict
ion
s a
nd
org
ani
zat
ion
s a
nd
thi
s s
itu
ati
on
is
lik
ely
to
rem
ain
lit
tle
cha
nge
d.
Con
seq
uen
tly
,
coo
rdi
nat
ion
dur
ing
the
pla
nni
ng
pha
se
pro
vid
ed
by
the
Sur
vei
lla
nce
Wor
k
Gro
up
and
its
Tas
k
For
ces
sho
uld
be
car
rie
d t
hro
ugh
the
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
pha
se
in
ord
er
to
tru
ly
imp
rov
e
mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
sur
vei
lla
nce
pro
gra
ms
in
the
Gre
at
Lak
es.
Th
e
Bo
ar
d'
s
Su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
Wo
rk
Gr
ou
p
an
d
its
Ta
sk
Fo
rc
es
be
li
ev
e
th
at
pl
an
ni
ng
an
d
co
or
di
na
ti
on
ar
e
in
de
ed
wi
th
in
th
ei
r
ma
nd
at
es
.
Co
or
di
na
ti
on
go
es
be
yo
nd
pl
an
ni
ng
to
wa
rd
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
,
an
d
th
e
Ag
re
em
en
t
is
qu
it
e
cl
ea
r
th
at
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
is
a
Pa
rt
y
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty
.
Ho
we
ve
r,
un
de
r
Ar
ti
cl
e
IX
an
d
An
ne
x
ll
of
th
e
Ag
re
em
en
t.
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
is
gi
ve
n
so
me
co
or
di
na
ti
on
re
sp
on
s-
ib
il
it
y.
If
su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
an
d
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
(A
nn
ex
ll)
ar
e
no
t
co
mp
at
ib
le
,
th
en
it
is
ex
ce
ed
in
gl
y
di
ff
ic
ul
t
fo
r
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
to
ob
ta
in
th
e
in
fo
rm
at
io
n
(A
rt
ic
le
IX)
it
re
qu
ir
es
fo
r
its
re
po
rt
s,
re
vi
ew
s,
an
d
re
co
mm
en
da
ti
on
s.
Th
er
ef
or
e,
th
e
Wa
te
r
Qu
al
it
y
Bo
ar
d,
wi
th
su
pp
or
ti
ng
do
cu
me
nt
at
io
n
fr
om
its
co
mm
it
te
es
.~
ha
s
an
ob
li
ga
ti
on
to
te
nd
er
ad
vi
ce
on
bo
th
re
le
va
nt
pl
an
ni
ng
an
d
co
or
di
na
ti
on
is
su
es
to
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
wh
ic
h,
in
tu
rn
,
ca
n
te
nd
er
ad
vi
ce
an
d
re
co
mm
en
da
ti
on
s
to
th
e
Pa
rt
ie
s
an
d
th
e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
s.
Th
e
Su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
Wo
rk
Gr
oU
p
an
d
its
Ta
sk
Fo
rc
es
ha
ve
de
li
be
ra
te
d
ex
te
ns
iv
el
y
on
th
e
re
sp
ec
ti
ve
ro
le
s
of
th
e
IJC
an
d
th
e
Pa
rt
ie
s
in
co
or
di
na
ti
on
of
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
an
d
su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
pr
og
ra
ms
.
Re
co
gn
iz
in
g
th
at
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
is
a
Pa
rt
y
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty
,
th
er
e
ar
e
th
e
fo
ll
ow
in
g
ke
y
is
su
es
re
qu
ir
in
g
an
IJ
C/
Pa
rt
ie
s
co
op
er
at
iv
e
ef
fo
rt
in
co
or
di
na
ti
on
an
d
ov
er
si
gh
t:
0
Qu
al
it
y
As
su
ra
nc
e
Co
or
di
na
ti
on
0
Da
ta
Ac
ce
ss
an
d
Or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
0
Da
ta
In
te
rp
re
ta
ti
on
an
d
Re
po
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in
g
qu
al
it
y
As
su
ra
nc
e
Co
or
di
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ti
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'T
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Bo
ar
d
co
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id
er
s
qu
al
it
y
as
su
ra
nc
e
fr
om
a
br
oa
d
pe
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pe
ct
iv
e,
en
co
mp
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si
ng
fi
el
d,
la
bo
ra
to
ry
,
an
d
da
ta
st
or
ag
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.
Mo
re
ov
er
,
th
e
Bo
ar
d
re
co
gn
iz
es
th
at
,
in
or
de
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to
im
pr
ov
e
su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
an
d
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ni
to
ri
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ti
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su
ra
te
wi
th
th
e
le
tt
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an
d
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ir
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of
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e
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em
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th
e
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an
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m
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r
co
or
di
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ti
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an
d
ov
er
si
gh
t
of
qu
al
it
y
as
su
ra
nc
e
sh
ou
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in
pl
ac
e
be
fo
re
th
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
ca
ll
ed
fo
r
in
th
e
Su
rv
ei
ll
an
ce
Pl
an
s
go
fo
rw
ar
d.
Th
e
pr
im
ar
y
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty
fo
r
qu
al
it
y
as
su
ra
nc
e
at
th
e
wo
rk
in
g
le
ve
l
li
es
,
of
co
ur
se
,
wi
th
va
ri
ou
s
ag
en
ci
es
bu
t,
to
en
su
re
th
at
th
e
le
ve
l
of
qu
al
it
y
as
su
ra
nc
e
re
co
mm
en
de
d
by
th
e
La
ke
an
d
Co
nn
ec
ti
ng
Ch
an
ne
ls
Ta
sk
Fo
rc
es
is
ma
in
ta
in
ed
,
a
fu
ll
—t
im
e
Qu
al
it
y
As
su
ra
nc
e
Co
or
di
na
to
r
is
es
se
nt
ia
l.
Me
mo
ri
es
of
th
e
re
st
ra
in
ts
an
d
qu
al
it
y
as
su
ra
nc
e
di
ff
ic
ul
ti
es
on
th
e
Ni
ag
ar
a
Ri
ve
r
To
xi
cs
Pr
oj
ec
t
ar
e
qu
it
e
cl
ea
r.
To
av
oi
d
su
ch
pr
ob
le
ms
in
th
e
fu
tu
re
,
En
vi
ro
nm
en
t
Ca
na
da
an
d
th
e
U.S
.
EPA
,
on
th
e
re
co
mm
en
da
ti
on
of
th
e
Bo
ar
d,
ha
s
ag
re
ed
to
fu
nd
th
e
po
si
ti
on
of
Qu
al
it
y
As
su
ra
nc
e
Co
or
di
na
to
r.
Th
e
po
si
ti
on
wi
ll
in
it
ia
ll
y
be
fu
nd
ed
fo
r
tw
o
ye
ar
s,
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er
eu
po
n
a
re
as
se
ss
me
nt
of
th
e
po
si
ti
on
an
d
co
ns
id
er
at
io
n
fo
r
co
nt
in
ua
ti
on
wil
l
oc
cu
r.
De
ta
il
s,
in
cl
ud
in
g
a
po
si
ti
on
de
sc
ri
pt
io
n,
ar
e
cu
rr
en
tl
y
be
in
g
de
ve
lo
pe
d.
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Data Access and Organization
A crucial factor in the successful development and conduct of the
Surveillance Plans is the proper management of the data and information which
result from the monitoring and surveillance activities. The Board has the
responsibility, not to transmit data, but to provide advice and information to
the Commission. Consequently, the Great Lakes Regional Office in behalf of
Board activities, should have improved capabilities in accessing, handling and
manipulating data for the purpose of developing information to meet the
requirements of the Agreement. There is a variety of data base management
systems that the Regional Office staff and the IJC Boards should be able to
access in a timely manner. There are also many software packages available
for processing these data for summarization and display. Such support options
are currently being explored in behalf of the Board. In the meantime, the
Board has previously recommended to the Commission that the Regional Office
position, formerly held by Mr. David Dolan, should be filled and the position
description should strongly reflect a data accessing and manipulative function.
Data Interpretation and Reporting
Describing the enhancement and restoration of water quality within the
Grea
t La
kes
Basi
n Ec
osys
tem,
as d
efin
ed u
nder
Arti
cle
I (G
reat
Lake
s Ha
ter
Qual
ity
Agre
emen
t, 1
978)
, r
equi
res
the
synt
hesi
s of
many
sepa
rate
repo
rts
and
data
base
s pr
ovid
ed b
y th
e pa
rtic
ipat
ing
agen
cies
in t
he c
ours
e of
meet
ing
the
ir
ind
ivi
dua
l m
and
ate
s.
The
sum
mat
ion
of
the
se
sep
ara
te
inf
orm
ati
on
sou
rce
s i
nit
iat
e t
he
pro
ces
s o
f p
rod
uci
ng
syn
opt
ic
rep
ort
s w
hic
h a
re
sou
ght
by
the
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y B
oar
d f
or
rep
ort
ing
pur
pos
es.
It
is
the
pro
ces
s o
f m
eld
ing
pro
jec
t c
omp
let
ion
rep
ort
s a
nd
dat
a s
umm
ari
es
int
o i
ntr
ala
ke
syn
opt
ic
rep
ort
s
tha
t a
llo
w i
nte
rla
ke
and
glo
bal
com
par
iso
ns
to
be
mad
e.
The
abi
lit
y t
o d
o
the
se
com
par
ati
ve
ana
lys
es
put
s o
ur
col
lec
tiv
e p
rob
lem
s a
nd
eff
ort
s t
o r
eso
lve
them into perspective.
The
syn
opt
ic
pro
ces
s
req
uir
es
spe
cia
lis
ts
ade
pt
in
vie
win
g
a b
roa
der
pic
tur
e.
Whi
le
thi
s
exp
ert
ise
may
exi
st
at
the
age
ncy
lev
el,
the
re
is
sel
dom
ti
me
or
ma
np
ow
er
av
ai
la
bl
e
to
ex
er
ci
se
it
wi
th
ou
t
a
sp
ec
if
ic
te
rm
s
of
re
fe
re
nc
e
(el
g.,
PL
UA
RG
,
ULR
G,
IFY
GL,
Pr
oj
ec
t
Hyp
o)
.
Su
bs
eq
ue
nt
ly
,
th
e
Re
gi
on
al
Of
fi
ce
st
af
f
ha
s
be
en
fr
eq
ue
nt
ly
ca
ll
ed
up
on
to
pr
od
uc
e
th
es
e
sy
no
pt
ic
re
po
rt
s,
of
te
n
in
as
so
ci
at
io
n
wi
th
a
se
le
ct
ed
ag
en
cy
st
af
f
me
mb
er
,
bu
t
of
te
n
wi
th
ou
t
su
ch
he
lp
.
In
va
ri
ab
ly
,
th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
s
in
vo
lv
ed
ha
ve
ha
d
ot
he
r
co
nc
ur
re
nt
wo
rk
as
si
gn
me
nt
s
an
d
th
e
ti
me
to
ge
ne
ra
te
re
po
rt
s
ha
s
be
en
inordinately long.
As
th
e
de
ma
nd
fo
r
re
po
rt
in
g
in
th
e
fr
am
ew
or
k
of
th
e
ec
os
ys
te
m
pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e
in
cr
ea
se
s,
as
it
al
re
ad
y
ha
s,
th
e
de
ma
nd
fo
r
Re
gi
on
al
Of
fi
ce
st
af
f
ha
s
li
ke
wi
se
in
cr
ea
se
d.
Th
us
fa
r
th
e
de
ma
nd
ha
s
be
en
pa
rt
ia
ll
y
me
t,
bu
t
no
t
wi
th
ou
t
sa
cr
if
ic
es
.
If
th
e
Wa
te
r
Qu
al
it
y
Bo
ar
d
is
to
co
nt
in
ue
to
im
pr
ov
e
th
e
sc
op
e
an
d
qu
al
it
y
of
it
s
re
po
rt
s
to
th
e
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l
Jo
in
t
Co
mm
is
si
on
,
th
en
th
e
me
ch
an
is
ms
fo
r
th
e
pr
od
uc
ti
on
of
th
es
e
re
po
rt
s
mu
st
be
ex
pa
nd
ed
to
me
et
th
e
ne
ed
.
Th
er
e
ar
e
se
ve
ra
l
wa
ys
to
me
et
th
is
ne
ed
.
wh
ic
h
in
cl
ud
e
ex
pa
nd
in
g
da
ta
ac
ce
ss
in
g
ab
il
it
y
wi
th
in
th
e
Re
gi
on
al
Of
fi
ce
wi
th
pe
rs
on
ne
l
an
d
eq
ui
pm
en
t
(o
ut
li
ne
d
ab
ov
e)
,
an
d
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
a
Re
po
rt
Wr
it
in
g
Te
am
.
-2]-
 ' To
improve
the
quaiity
of
reports
and
their
timely
appearance,
the
concept
of
a
Report
Writing
Team
is
being
considered
in
order
to
produce
the
output
(e.g.,
synoptic
Take
reports
and
the
Appendix
B
surveiiiance
synthesis)
from
Great
Lakes
monitoring
and
surveiTTance
activities
for
the
Water
Quaiity
Board.
The
Report
Writing
Team
couid
consist
of
IJC
staff.
the
Quaiity
Assurance
Coordinator
and
speciai
assignments
(i.e.,
short—term
secondments
or
release
time
from
current
duties
and
responsibiiities)
of
pertinent
agency
personnel.
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 ATTACHMENT N0. 3
CRITERIA
AND
GUIDELINES
FOR
IDENTIFYING
AND
REPORTING
0N “AREAS OF CONCERN“
The
Great
Lakes
represent
an
important
natural
resource,
providing
benefits
in the
form of
water
supply,
recreation,
power,
commerce,
and
fishing
to approximately
seven million
Canadians
and
twenty-six
million
Americans.
The United States and Canada,
by their l978 Agreement on Great Lakes Water
Quality,
adopted an ecosystem approach to the restoration and enhancement of
the Great Lakes System.
 
The Agreement goals of restoration and enhancement are based upon
protection of the most sensitive use or uses of the waters of the Great Lakes
System. Areas of Concern are identified as those locations where the
Agreement objectives or jurisdictional standards, criteria, or guidelines to
protect uses are exceeded and remedial measures are necessary to restore the
most sensitive uses of the lakes or their tributaries which carry pollutants
directly affecting the lakes.
There may be other tributary waters which may
have problems of local concern to the jurisdictions and which could affect the
boundary waters. Where these are significant, they should be reported by the
jurisdictions but will not be classified as Areas of Concern.
Each Area of Concern, both known and identified by new surveillance
information, can be described in relation to the following sequence where:
(l) — causative factors are unknown and there is no investigative program
underway to identify causes.
(2) — causative factors are unknown and an investigative program is
underway to identify causes.
(3) - causative factors known, but Remedial Action Plan not developed, and
remedial measures not fully implemented.
(4) — causative factors known and Remedial Action Plan developed, but
remedial measures not fully implemented.
(5) - causative factors known, Remedial Action Plan developed, and all
remedial measures identified in Remedial Action Plan have been
implemented.
(6) — confirmation that uses have been restored and future deletion as an
Area of Concern.
In Item (5) the effectiveness of remedial measures should be evaluated
within a reasonable period of time (say three years) to determine whether or
not they are sufficient to restore beneficial uses in the Area of Concern. If
not, it will be necessary for the responsible jurisdiction to l) determine
  
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
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r
e
m
e
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i
a
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m
e
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e
s
w
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w
i
l
l
n
e
e
d
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o
b
e
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
e
d
o
r
2
)
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
t
h
e
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
i
n
t
h
e
A
r
e
a
o
f
C
o
n
c
e
r
n
s
h
o
u
l
d
f
u
r
t
h
e
r
r
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
a
c
t
i
o
n
s
n
o
t
b
e
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
.
R
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
A
c
t
i
o
n
P
l
a
n
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
b
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
w
i
t
h
a
g
o
a
l
o
f
r
e
s
t
o
r
i
n
g
u
s
e
s
.
T
h
e
p
l
a
n
s
,
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
u
n
d
e
r
p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
b
y
t
h
e
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
.
s
h
o
u
l
d
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
the following:
0
D
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
f
r
o
m
s
u
r
v
e
i
l
l
a
n
c
e
information.
0
G
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
e
x
t
e
n
t
o
f
t
h
e
a
r
e
a
a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
(
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
d
e
t
a
i
l
e
d
m
a
p
s
)
.
0
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
m
e
d
i
a
a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
(
w
a
t
e
r
.
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
,
b
i
o
t
a
)
.
o
I
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
b
e
n
e
f
i
c
i
a
l
u
s
e
s
w
h
i
c
h
a
r
e
i
m
p
a
i
r
e
d
.
0
D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
c
a
u
s
e
s
o
f
t
h
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
a
l
l
k
n
o
w
n
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
.
0
R
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
t
o
r
e
s
o
l
v
e
t
h
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
a
n
d
r
e
s
t
o
r
e
beneficial uses.
0
S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
f
o
r
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n
o
f
r
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
.
0
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e
f
o
r
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
a
n
d
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
n
g
r
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
.
0
P
r
o
c
e
s
s
f
o
r
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g
r
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
effectiveness.
0
D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
o
f
s
u
r
v
e
i
l
l
a
n
c
e
a
n
d
m
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
t
o
t
r
a
c
k
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
o
f
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
n
d
e
v
e
n
t
u
a
l
c
o
n
f
i
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
r
e
s
t
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
u
s
e
s
.
Recommendation;
 
T
h
e
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
B
o
a
r
d
b
e
l
i
e
v
e
s
t
h
a
t
t
h
e
a
b
o
v
e
n
o
t
e
d
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
a
s
o
u
n
d
b
a
s
i
s
f
o
r
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
a
n
d
r
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
o
n
A
r
e
a
s
o
f
C
o
n
c
e
r
n
.
T
h
e
B
o
a
r
d
e
x
p
e
c
t
s
t
o
r
e
c
e
i
v
e
f
r
o
m
t
h
e
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
t
h
e
i
r
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
a
l
l
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
A
r
e
a
s
o
f
C
o
n
c
e
r
n
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l
i
g
h
t
o
f
t
h
e
r
e
v
i
s
e
d
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
f
o
r
i
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n
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t
h
e
u
p
c
o
m
i
n
g
l
9
8
5
R
e
p
o
r
t
o
n
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
.
T
h
e
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
a
r
e
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
t
o
p
r
o
v
i
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 —
evaluation
of
the
significance
of
toxic
substances
in
the
Areas
of
Concern, '
—
consideration
of
the
uncertainties
related
to
remedial
measures
such
as
dredging
of
in—place
pollutants,
and
the
eventual
response
of
the
environment
to
the
remedial
measures.
—
priority
for
dealing
with
demonstrated
problems,
and
—
progress
of
assessment
and
remedial
action
plans.
The
Board
will
apply
the
new
criteria
and
guidelines
for evaluating
progress,
or the
lack thereof,
of
remedial
programs
to correct
problems
in
both the
Class
“A”
and
"8"
Areas
of
Concern
and
a
complete
report will
be
presented to the IJC in June, l985.
In addition
to the
original
39
areas,
other potential
Areas
of
Concern
are
being identified based on new surveillance information or consideration of
upstream tributary problems which could impact the Great Lakes.
To date,
these include, the Kalamazoo River, Torch Lake, and Deer Lake—Carp Creek—Carp
River in Michigan; the Grand River at Fairport in Ohio; and, the lake
sediments in the vicinity of Port Colburn in Ontario.
It is expected that the
jurisdictions will
include these areas
in their review of Areas of Concern for
the Board's 1985 Report on Great Lakes Water Quality.
In the meantime,
the Board has made some preliminary observations on the
environmental
problems, their causes and status of remedial measures.
in the
original Class "B" Areas of Concern listed below:
Lake Superior Basin
St. Louis River, Minnesota
Thunder Bay, Ontario
.Nipigon Bay. Ontario
Jackfish Bay, Ontario
Peninsula Harbour, Ontario
Lake Michigan Basin
Manistique River, Michigan
Menominee River, Michigan—Wisconsin
Sheboygan, Wisconsin
Muskegon Lake, Michigan
White Lake, Montague, Michigan
a
Lake Huron Basin Lake Erie Basin
Spanish River Mouth, Ontario
Clinton River. Michigan
Penetang Bay to Sturgeon Bay. Ontario
Wheatley Harbour, Ontario
Collingwood. Ontario
Lake Ontario Basin
Eighteen Mile Creek, New York
Rochester Embayment, New York
Oswego River, New York
Toronto Waterfront, Ontario
Port Hope, Ontario
Bay of Ouinte, Ontario
-26-
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS
The
predominant
problems
in
eight
of
the
2l
Class
"8“
Areas
of
Concern
are
associated
with
toxic
substances
while
the
remaining
l3
areas
have
both
toxic
and
conventional
pollution
problems.
Generally,
improving
environmental
conditions
were
found
in
the
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern
as
a
result
of
abatement
measures
taken
to
date.
In
certain
areas,
however,
the
nature
of
the
problem
has
changed.
For
example,
in
the
St.
Louis
River
in
Minnesota,
improved
water
quality
has
encouraged
fish
to
move
into
once
seriously
polluted
areas
only
to
become
contaminated
with
chemical
materials
arising
from
previously
polluted
sediments.
In
the
Toronto
Waterfront
area,
changing
use
practices,
including
the
habitation
by
large
populations
of
wildfowl,
is believed
to
be
in part
responsible
for
variable
water quality conditions which may
limit the usefulness of these waters for
recreational
purposes.
The matter
is under
investigation
and
efforts
are
being made to accelerate other measures such as combined sewer control
programs.
a) Toxic Substances
In all of the Class "B! Areas of Concern, exceedance of one or more toxic
substances (e.g. heavy metals, organics) guideline or objective for the
protection of aquatic life, human health. and/or for the open water disposal
of dredged spoils has been reported. Some Areas of Concern exhibit periodic
exceedances of the objectives/guidelines, as opposed to chronic, which
possibly attests to improving conditions. Exceedances of objectives/
guidelines related to only toxic substances and not conventional pollutants
were reported in the following areas: the Manistique River, Menominee River,
and Sheboygan—Wisconsin in the United States; and the Spanish River mouth and
Port Hope in Canada.
The most recurring exceedance of objectives or guidelines relate to those
developed for the protection of human health. Fish consumption advisories are
in effect in l8 of the 2l Class "B" Areas of Concern; exceptions being the
Clinton River, andWhite and Muskegon Lakes. Where such advisories exist they
may also apply beyond the Area of Concern and relate to a larger part of a
lake or channel and not necessarily be associated with the local area
identified. In l3 Areas of Concern. the fish consumption advisories have been
issued primarily because of contamination by PCBs and in l5 others because of
mercury contamination.x Fish contaminated with mirex, 2,3,7,8 TCDD, and DDT
have also been reported for some of the Class "8" Areas of Concern. It should
be noted that all contaminants of concern may not be included in an advisory
because it may be decided that existing advisories are adequate to protect
users from newly identified contaminants.
While high PCB and mercury levels are found throughout the Great Lakes,
fish contaminated with mirex or DDT tend to be more lake specific. Mirex and
2.3.7.8-TCDD are predominantly found in the Lake Ontario Areas of Concern.
DDT has been found in the fish samples taken from the Areas of Concern in
Lakes Ontario and Michigan.
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 b) Conventional Pollution
Exceedances
of
water
quality
objectives/guidelines
for
conventional
pollutants
continue
to
be
observed
in
l4
Areas
of
Concern
even
following
adoption
of
remedial
measures.
The
most
recurring
conventional
pollutant
exceedances
are
high
coliform
bacteria
levels
which
often
lead
to
beach
closings,
and
exceedance
of
nutrients
and
dissolved
oxygen
objectives/guidelines
which
may
indicate
a
potential
for
eutrophic
conditions.
Coliform
objectives
are
exceeded
at
Thunder
Bay,
Nipigon
Bay,
Jackfish
Bay,
Peninsula
Harbour.
Pentang
Bay-Sturgeon
Bay,
Wheatley
Harbour,
and
intermittently
in
Toronto waterfront,
and
the
Bay of
Quinte
in
Ontario.
and
Clinton
River
in
Michigan.
Phosphorus
enrichment
is
a
problem
at
Muskegon
and
white
Lakes
in
Michigan,
and
Thunder
Bay,
Penetang
Bay—Sturgeon
Bay.
Collingwood
Harbour,
Toronto Waterfront,
and
the
Bay
of
Quinte
in Ontario.
Low dissolved
oxygen
levels
are observed
at Nipigon
Bay and
wheatley Harbour
in Ontario.
CAUSES AND,REMEDIAL MEASURES
Municipal
and
industrial
discharges
have
historically
been
the major
source of pollutant
loadings to the Great Lakes.
Since the early 19705, the
major
emphasis
of
remedial
programs
has
been
on
the
control
and
subsequent
reduction of pollutant
inputs to the Great Lakes from these sources.
These
programs have been effective in reducing loadings of both conventional
pollutants
(e.g. nutrients,
bacteria,
and oxygen consuming materials) and to
some extent toxic substances (e.g. heavy metals, organics.
and phenols) to the
Class “8" Areas of Concern.
Most point sources are generally
in compliance
with their current discharge effluent requirements.
In Areas of Concern where
municipal and industrial activity is intense,
the need for additional
or more
restrictive discharge requirements
is under evaluation.
In addition,
as the
point sources of pollution come under increasing control, nonpoint sources
(e.g. agricultural
and urban drainage,
waste disposal
and industrial
sites,
and combined sewer overflows)
are becoming more important contributors of
pollutant loadings
in many of the Areas of Concern and may become the most
significant factor to be considered in achieving environmental
goals in these
areas.
In some Areas of Concern. past practices or former waste disposal and
industrial sites, and previously uncontrolled municipal
or industrial
point
sources are responsible for the pollution of water and sediments which
continue to affect aquatic
life.
Since the environment
is generally slow in
responding to abatement measures.
improvement in water quality may not yet be
apparent, and if it is, the local sediment and biota may still be
contaminated.
For example,
high mercury levels observed in the Lake Superior
Areas of Concern are generally attributable to the past use of mercury based
slimicides by the pulp and paper industry and past discharges from
chlor—alkali
plants.
Such discharges have resulted
in the current problem of
"in-place pollutants".
The sediments in 20 of the 21 Class "B" Areas of
Concern are moderately to heavily contaminated, mainly with toxic
substances.
In some cases,
the contaminated sediments may be contributing to a problem in
an Area of Concern.
_28_
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a) Point Sources
1) Municipal
The
construction
of
new
municipal
wastewater
treatment
systems
and
improvements
to
older
facilities
have
generally
decreased
conventional
pollutant
loadings
in
the
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern.
In
Canada,
for
example,
phosphorus
removal
facilities
have
recently
been
installed
at
the
municipal
wastewater
treatment
plants
at
Penetanguishene,
Midland,
Port
HcNicol,
and
Victoria
Harbour.
0n
the
United
States
side,
recent
upgrading and
construction of municipal wastewater treatment plants in the Lake Ontario
basin Class "B" areas have resulted in most plants complying with phosphorus
discharge limits.
In both countries, the majority of the larger municipal
point sources in the Class "B" Areas of Concern are in compliance with
jurisdictional effluent discharge limits.
Activities presently underway in the Canadian Class "8" areas to improve
municipal wastewater treatment include the construction of secondary treatment
facilities for the Village of Nheatley, Collingwood Township, and Thunder
Bay. Scheduled completion dates are respectively, March l985, l986, and the
end of 1984. At the Picton and Napanee plants (Bay of Quinte), the cause of
phosphorus effluent exceedances are under investigation and the subsequent
completion of remedial measures.are scheduled for December 1984 and December
l985, respectively. The largest municipal wastewater treatment project
underway in the Class "B" Areas of Concern is the five year $l30,000,000
Capital Works Program for expanding and upgrading the Toronto Main plant,
including improving sludge handling and disposal capabilities.
In the United States, three major municipal projects underway in Class “8"
areas include the construction of facilities for the City of Mt. Clemens
(Clinton River) by April 1988, resumption of construction at the Menominee
(HI) plant, depending upon funding, with an expected completion date of 1987,
and the installation of phosphorus removal facilities or construction of
facilities for several municipalities within the Oswego River basin between
W984-86.
The Board finds that municipal point source remedial measures have been
initiated in all l5 Areas of Concern where these sources had been identified
as contributing to conventional pollutant problems. These measures will
significantly reduce the pollutant loadings in these areas. However, in three
cases, the environment is expected to respond only slowly to the abatement
measures because of limited exchange of local waters with the rest of the
lake. This situation occurs at Penetang—Sturgeon Bay, Collingwood Harbour.
and Wheatley Harbour.
It is expected that all major municipal dischargers will have implemented
measures adequate for the control of conventional pollutants by the late
l9805. The major effort in the United States is turning to pretreatment of
industrial wastes entering municipal sewer systems. Where pretreatment
programs for industrial waste control have only recently been adopted, delayed
res
pon
se
of
the
lak
es
to
the
se
mea
sur
es
may
be
ant
ici
pat
ed.
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ii) Industrial
Industrial point source dischargers have been identified as major
contributors to problems in 13 of the Class “8" areas but generally are now in
compliance with permitted discharge effluent levels. However, it must be
recognized that discharge limits do not necessarily address toxic substances,
and much remains to be done in reviewing the impact of these discharges in the
Areas of Concern. In five of the Areas of Concern, remedial measures have
been completed to correct past pollution problems associated with industrial
point source discharges. These areas include the St. Louis, Manistique,
Menominee. Sheboygan, and Oswego Rivers in the United States. A new control
order was issued to American Can at Peninsula Harbour that requires an
abatement program to ensure compliance with BOD, suspended solids, and
toxicity requirements by 1989. In the case of the Spanish River, Eighteen
Mile Creek, Wheatley Harbour, and Bay of Quinte, reassessment of conditions is
required to determine response to recently installed industrial pollution
abatement facilities.
The Pulp and Paper Facility Program in Canada has been instrumental in the
modernization of plant production and pollution abatement facilities that have
led to subsequent improvements in effluent quality. Possible further measures
to address any lingering problems with phenols and bacteria are being
considered or negotiated for the pulp and paper mills at Thunder Bay, and
Domtar Packaging at Nipigon Bay. and Kimberly Clark of Canada Limited at
Jackfish Bay.
Despite some uncertainties with control of toxic substances, it is
expected that most of the major industrial point source discharges in the
Class "8" Areas of Concern will have implemented measures to attain compliance
with their effluent requirements by the late l9805.
b) Nonpoint Sources
With increasing control of point sources. nonpoint sources are becoming
relatively more important contributors to pollution problems. In 14 Class "8"
areas, nonpoint sources such as waste disposal and industrial sites, combined
sewer overflows, and/or urban and agricultural drainage have or currently are
contributing to identified pollution problems.
i) waste Disposal and Industrial Sites
Haste disposal and industrial sites have in the past and in some cases
continue to contribute seepage or other discharge of toxic substances in six
of the Class "B" Areas of Concern. In the U.S. these include the Inter—Lake
Iron and U.S. Steel Corporation facilities in the St. Louis area (PAHs and
possibly heavy metals), the Ansul Corporation old waste disposal site in the
Menominee River area (arsenic), Tecumseh Products Die Castings site in the
Sheboygan River area (PCBs); and in Canada, Eldorado Nuclear in the Port Hope
area (radionuclides) and the Domtar Chemical Hood Preserving Division lumber
yard in the Bay of Quinte area (PCPs). In all cases remedial measures have
been initiated to assess or control the problems identified with these sites,
some of which are no longer in use. Remedial actions taken in specific cases
are described below.
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a
n
d
the
initiation
of
investigative
studies
at
the
Inter—Lake
Iron
site
and
U.S.
Steel
C
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
facilities
for
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g
both
the
extent
of
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
and
feasibility
of
clean
up.
In
three
other
Class
"B"
Areas
of
Concern,
waste
disposal
and
industrial
sites
have
the
potential
of
contributing
toxic
substances.
These
include
the
Pollution
Abatement
Service
hazardous
waste
site
for
PCBs
in
the
Oswego
River
area,
Cordova
Chemical
Company
for
various
toxic
organics
in
the
Muskegon
Lake
area,
and
Liquid
Disposal
Incorporated
site
for
toxics
in
the
Clinton
River
area.
Remedial
measures
have
been
initiated
at
both
the
Pollution
Abatement
Service
and
the
Liquid
Disposal
Incorporated
sites.
None
have
thus
far
been
proposed
for
the
Cordova
Chemical
Company
site.
All
three
should
be
kept
under
observation.
.
ii)
Combined
Sewer
Overflows
and
Urban
Drainage
Combined
sewer
overflows
and
urban
runoff
are
reported
to
be
contributing
to
pollution
problems
in
eight
of
the
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern.
Progress
is
being
made
at
controlling
these
sources
of
pollution
in
four
areas.
The
most
ambitious
program
currently
underway
for
controlling
combined
sewer
overflows
is
at
Rochester,
New
York
where
projects
totalling.$92.3
million
are
nearing
completion,
and
an
additional
$80
million
has
been
committed
to the
ten-year
West
Side
Tunnel
System
Project.
Separatidn
of
combined
sewers
in
the
City
of
Toronto
is
an
ongoing
program
that
has
been
underway
for
some
time.
Increased
funding
to
accelerate
the
program
in
1984
and
other
improvements
to
the
new
trunk
sewer
system.
are
expected
to substantially
improve
bacteriological
conditions
for
the
beaches
of the Toronto Waterfront and reduce phosphorus loadings.
Other remedial actions being directed at urban nonpoint sources of
pollution
include an investigation of combined sewer overflows in the Eighteen
Mile Creek area, and the reconstruction of sanitary sewers and installation of
storm sewers for the Town of Penetanguishene (Penetang-Sturgeon Bay) which
have been ongoing since 1970.
Remedial actions have not been planned for the control of combined sewer
overflows or urban runoff in the Clinton River. Dswego River, Muskegon Lake,
and White Lake watersheds.
Until appropriate measures are initiated. urban
nonpoint sources will continue to be contributors of pollutants to these
basins.
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iii) Agricultural Land Runoff
Agricultural
land
runoff
is
considered
a
relatively
minor
source
of
pollution
in
the
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern.
Regardless.
remedial
measures
to
control
agricultural
pollution
inputs
have
not
been
initiated
nor
are
even
proposed
in
the
four
Areas
of
Concern
affected
-
Huskegon
and
White
Lakes
in
Michigan,
and
Hheatley
Harbour
and
Bay
of
Quinte
in
Ontario.
Indications
are
that
more
stringent
control
of
traditional
point
sources
and
possibly
urban
nonpoint
pollution
control
will
produce
the
necessary
improvements
in
environmental quality.
c) In—Place Pollutants
Probably
the
most
common
water
quality
problem
in
the
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern
is
in-place
pollutants.
Sediments
in
20
of
the
2l
Class
"B"
Areas
of
Concern
(exception
being
Penetang—Sturgeon
Bay)
are
moderately
to
heavily
contaminated,
mainly
with
toxic
substances.
In
some
cases
the
contaminated
sediments
have
led
to
disruption
of
the
aquatic
community
and
contributed
to
high
contaminant
levels
in
other
environmental
media.
where
dredging
for
navigation
is
required,
it
is
often
necessary
to
place
restrictions
on
dredging-related
activities.
For
some
Areas
of
Concern,
the
only
objectives/guidelines
exceeded
pertain
to
contaminated
sediment
destined
for
dredging
and
open
water
dispdsal
of
the
spoils.
Where
such
situations
arise.
special
precautions
with
disposal
must
be
taken
since
the
contaminated
sediments
may
have
to
be
treated
as
hazardous
wastes.
The
major
cause
of
high
contaminant
levels
in
sediment
are
past
waste
disposal
and
treatment
practices.
In
all
of
the
Areas
of
Concern,
however,
continuing
contamination
from
existing
point
and
nonpoint
sources
may
still
be
occurring.
In
rare
cases,
occassional
accidental
spills
are
believed
partially
responsible
for
the
pollution
of
sediments.
Further
analysis
is
needed
in
most
of
the
Class
"8"
areas
to
determine
whether
in—place
pollutants
are
historic
or
being
replenished
and,
if
so,
sources
should
be
identified.
In
three
Class
"8"
Areas
of
Concern
-
Collingwood
Harbour,
Wheatley
Harbour,
and
Rochester
Embayment
—
studies
have
been
initiated
to
identify
the
sources
of the contamination.
Since
the
management
of
contaminated
sediments
often
entails
expenditures
of
many
millions
of
dollars,
ample
justification
is
needed
to
proceed
with
the
preferred
management
strategy.
Adequate
evidence
of
impaired
water
quality
or
high
contaminant
residue
levels
in
biota
attributable
to
in-place
pollutants,
does
not
exist
in
many
Areas
of
Concern
and
remedial
measures
have
not
as
yet
been
undertaken
in
these
areas.
As
was
observed
in
reviewing
the
Class
"A"
Areas
of
Concern,
little
is
known
of
the
bioavailability
of
chemical
compounds
in
sediment.
The
dearth
of
knowledge
is
further
compounded
by
the
fact
that
bioavailability
would
vary
from
one
area
to
the
next
depending
upon
the
local
chemical,
physical,
and
biological
processes.
Consequently,
the
relative
significance
of
in—place
pollutants
to
high
contaminant
residue
levels
observed in fish is often unclear.
The
Governments
of
Canada
and
the
United
States,
and
the
Great
Lakes
Jurisdictions
continue
to
develop
investigations
for
assessing
the
significance
of
in—place
pollutants.
Priority
attention
is
generally
being
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given
to
the
Class
"A"
Areas
of
Concern,
but
also
include
certainhigh
priority
areas
that
were
classified
as
"B".
The
Province
of
Ontario
expects
to
conclude
its
analysis
of
these
problems
in
1985
which
will
include
development
of
recommendations
for
further
remedial
work
where
warranted.
In
some
of
the
Class
"8“
Areas
of
Concern,
the
best
management
alternative
may
be
no
action.
Natural
processes
could
be
relied
upon
to
decrease
the
sediment
contaminant
concentrations
to acceptable
levels.
Both
the
degree
and
rate
of
improvement,
however.
would
vary
from one
area
to the
next depending
on local chemical,
physical, and biological
processes.
Isolation of
contaminated sediments from aquatic biota,
for example, will
occur if the
uncontaminated sediments delivered to an Area of Concern by tributary flow
covers the contaminated sediment faster than the diffusion rate of the
contaminants into the overlying uncontaminated water.
The contaminated
sediments may also be translocated or purged from a given Area of Concern.
Conversely, any form of agitation such as the dredging of the spoils, could
temporarily increase the extent and severity of the already existent pollution
problems.
At Thunder Bay, wheatley Harbour, and the Toronto Waterfront areas, where
dredging is necessary to keep the shipping lanes open, confined disposal of
contaminated dredged spoils is utilized. This is necessary given restrictions
on the open water disposal of contaminated sediments. There is also some
concern about the environmental effects of the residual chemical compounds
that may be released in dredging and disposal operations. The Board sponsored
a workshop in Ann Arbor, Michigan, on September ll-lZ, 1984 that examined the
applicability of using four different bioassessment techniques for evaluating
impacts on biota from the initial dredging stage to final disposal of the
contaminated sediments. Sediments from Toledo and Toronto Harbours were
used. The findings of the workshop and detailed proceedings will be available
in early 1985.
Environmentally sound methods of managing contaminated sediments are being
examined in the Sheboygan River, Rochester Embayment, and Port Hope Areas of
Concern. At Sheboygan, a plan is being formulated to reduce the impact of
contaminated-sediment on aquatic biota while maintaining navigation. An
abatement strategy is being developed for the Rochester Embayment area
following a detailed definition of the in—place pollution problem and
identification of sources. For Port Hope, alternative management approaches
have been proposed and are undergoing review.
Given the complex nature of the problem, the Great Lakes Science Advisory
Board was requested to further examine the in—place pollution issue
particularly with respect to the Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes Basin.
In response, a workshop on “The Ecological Effects of In—Situ Sediment
Cont
amin
ants
" wa
s he
ld i
n wa
les,
Augu
st 1
9—24
, 19
84.
The
spec
ific
topi
cs
discussed included:
1.
the
phys
ical
, c
hemi
cal,
and
biol
ogic
al
proc
esse
s in
volv
ed
in t
he
tra
nsf
er,
cyc
lin
g,
and
mov
eme
nt
of
con
tam
ina
nts
;
2.
imp
act
of
sed
ime
nt
med
iat
ed
con
tam
ina
nts
on
aqu
ati
c o
rga
nis
ms;
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3. methods of assessing bioavailability and impact assessments including
measurements of system recovery both chemical and biological;
4. assessment of socio—economic ramifications; and
5. remedial options.
A su
mmar
y of
find
ings
and
deta
iled
proc
eedi
ngs
of t
his
work
shop
shou
ld b
e
available in early l985.
CONCLUSIONS
Bas
ed
on
a p
rel
imi
nar
y r
evi
ew
of
the
ava
ila
ble
env
iro
nme
nta
l
dat
a a
nd
rem
edi
al
mea
sur
es
inf
orm
ati
on,
the
Boa
rd
con
clu
des
tha
t s
ome
pro
gre
ss
is
bei
ng
mad
e i
n a
lle
via
tin
g t
he
env
iro
nme
nta
l
pro
ble
ms
enc
oun
ter
ed
in
the
Cla
ss
"B"
Are
as
of
Con
cer
n.
Con
ven
tio
nal
pol
lut
ant
loa
din
gs
(e.
g.
nut
rie
nts
,
bac
ter
ia,
and
oxy
gen
—co
nsu
min
g m
ate
ria
ls)
are
gen
era
lly
dec
rea
sin
g a
s a
res
ult
of
mun
ici
pal
and
ind
ust
ria
l
poi
nt
sou
rce
con
tro
ls,
and
att
ent
ion
is
shi
fti
ng
to
con
tro
l
of
tox
ic
sub
sta
nce
s w
hic
h o
fte
n
con
tri
but
e p
ers
ist
ent
eff
ect
s i
n s
edi
men
t a
nd
bio
ta
whe
re
was
tew
ate
rs
wit
h
the
se
con
sti
tue
nts
are
dis
cha
rge
d
int
o w
ate
r
sys
tem
s.
In
all
of
the
Cla
ss
"8“
Are
as
of
Con
cer
n,
lev
els
of
one
or
mor
e t
oxi
c s
ubs
tan
ces
hav
e b
een
fou
nd
whi
ch
exc
eed
an
obj
ect
ive
or
gui
del
ine
for
the
pro
tec
tio
n
of
aqu
ati
c
lif
e o
r h
uma
n h
eal
th,
or
for
the
ope
n w
ate
r d
isp
osa
l
of
dre
dge
d s
poi
ls.
The
con
tam
ina
tio
n
of
spo
rts
fis
h
in
are
as
suc
h
as
Pen
eta
ng
Bay
and
the
Bay
of
Qui
nte
,
how
eve
r,
may
ref
lec
t
a
lak
ewi
de
eff
ect
rat
her
tha
n
a
loc
al
source.
The
mos
t
rec
urr
ing
pro
ble
m
is
tha
t
of
in—
pla
ce
pol
lut
ant
s.
Sed
ime
nts
in
20
of
th
e
21
Cl
as
s
"8"
Ar
ea
s
of
Co
nc
er
n
ar
e
mo
de
ra
te
ly
to
he
av
il
y
con
tam
ina
ted
.
mai
nly
wit
h
tox
ic
sub
sta
nce
s.
Alt
hou
gh
in-
pla
ce
pol
lut
ant
s
are
pri
mar
ily
att
rib
ute
d
to
pas
t
was
te
tre
atm
ent
and
dis
pos
al
pra
cti
ces
,
.e
xi
st
in
g
so
ur
ce
s
co
ul
d
be
co
nt
ri
bu
ti
ng
to
th
e
po
ll
ut
io
n
le
vel
s.
'Su
ch
so
ur
ce
s
ne
ed
to
be
cl
ea
rl
y
id
en
ti
fi
ed
fo
r
ea
ch
Ar
ea
of
Co
nc
er
n
an
d
th
e
ma
gn
it
ud
e
of
co
nt
ri
bu
ti
on
de
te
rm
in
ed
.
Th
e
re
la
ti
ve
si
gn
if
ic
an
ce
of
in
-p
la
ce
po
ll
ut
an
ts
to
th
e
hi
gh
co
nt
am
in
an
t
re
si
du
e
le
ve
ls
ob
se
rv
ed
in
fi
sh
or
th
e
wa
te
r
co
lu
mn
is
al
so
of
te
n
un
cl
ea
r
si
nc
e
li
tt
le
is
kn
ow
n
of
th
e
bi
oa
va
il
ab
il
it
y
of
ch
em
ic
al
co
mp
ou
nd
s
in
se
di
me
nt
s.
Th
e
si
gn
if
ic
an
ce
of
in
—p
la
ce
po
ll
ut
an
t
co
nt
ri
bu
ti
on
s
(b
io
av
ai
la
bi
li
ty
)
to
th
e
Ar
ea
s
of
Concern needs to be assessed.
Th
e
Wa
te
r
Qu
al
it
y
Bo
ar
d
ne
ed
s
an
d
is
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
ne
w
cr
it
er
ia
fo
r
id
en
ti
fy
in
g
an
d
cl
as
si
fy
in
g
Ar
ea
s
of
Co
nc
er
n
an
d
gu
id
el
in
es
fo
r
as
se
ss
in
g
th
e
ad
eq
ua
cy
of
ex
is
ti
ng
or
pr
op
os
ed
re
me
di
al
me
as
ur
es
fo
r
re
so
lv
in
g
en
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
pr
ob
le
ms
an
d
re
st
or
in
g
be
ne
fi
ci
al
use
s.
Th
e
Bo
ar
d
ex
pe
ct
s
to
re
vi
ew
Re
me
di
al
Ac
ti
on
Pl
an
s,
in
cl
ud
in
g
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
sc
he
du
le
s,
un
de
r
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
by
th
e
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
s
fo
r
re
so
lv
in
g
th
e
re
si
du
al
en
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
pr
ob
le
ms
in
th
e
Ar
ea
s
of
Co
nc
er
n.
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ATTACHMENT NO. 5
Approved at 62nd NOB Mtg.
July 26l 1984 '
TERMS OF REFERENCE
for the
NONPOINT SOURCE SUBCOMMITTEE
of the'
WATER QUALITY PROGRAMS COMMITTEE
BACKGROUND
The Nonpoint Source Subcommittee will provide a needed focus for
discussion of nonpoint pollution issues in the Great Lakes basin and will
assist the Water Quality Programs Committee and the Water Quality Board in
addressing nonpoint sources as a part of a whole systems approach to pollution
problems. This would include involvement of interests and agencies which have
had relatively little involvement in Agreement activities in the past.
At the IJC Nonpoint Pollution workshop held in June 1984. participants
expressed the need for a vehicle which would provide an opportunity for
continuing dialogue on the broad range of nonpoint pollution control issues.
It was felt that the June Workshop provided a major contribution in relation
to nonpoint phosphorus control related to agriculture but had not met the need
to deal with the broad range of urban and rural nonpoint pollution control
issues. The proposed Nonpoint Source Subcommittee will assist in fostering
the type of information exchange, dialogue, and coordination that the Workshop
participants were requesting. .
When the Parties complete development of their programs and institutional
arrangements for dealing with the nonpoint phosphorus problem there will be a
need for work to be done to assist the Water Quality Board to carry out its
oversight responsibility including monitoring, surveillance, and evaluation.
'The Nonpoint Source Subcommittee will provide technical input to the process
and
will
ensu
re c
lose
form
al c
oord
inat
ion
with
othe
r su
bcom
mitt
ees
of t
he
Water Quality Board.
The
purp
oses
of t
he S
ubco
mmit
tee
are
to a
ssis
t th
e Wa
ter
Qual
ity
Prog
rams
Com
mit
tee
and
the
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y B
oar
d:
1)
in
ful
fil
lin
g t
he
lia
iso
n a
nd
coo
rdi
nat
ion
fun
cti
ons
of
the
wat
er
Qua
lit
y B
oar
d a
s c
ite
d i
n A
rti
cle
l(c
) o
f
th
e
Te
rm
s
of
Re
fe
re
nc
e
of
th
e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Wa
te
r
Qu
al
it
y
Bo
ar
d;
an
d
2)
eva
lua
tin
g
the
pro
gre
ss
of
the
jur
isd
ict
ion
s
in
con
tro
lli
ng
nut
rie
nts
and
oth
er
pol
lut
ant
s f
rom
bot
h u
rba
n a
nd
rura
l n
onp
oin
t s
our
ces
to
mee
t t
he
ter
ms
of
Art
icl
e V
I l
(d)
and
(e)
of
the
Gre
at
Lak
es
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y A
gre
eme
nt
of
l97
8.
Th
e
Su
bc
om
mi
tt
ee
wi
ll
ca
rr
y
ou
t
it
s
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ti
es
by
:
As
se
ss
in
g
th
e
ex
te
nt
to
wh
ic
h
no
np
oi
nt
so
ur
ce
s
co
nt
ri
bu
te
to
xi
c
su
bs
ta
nc
es
.
pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
ly
pe
st
ic
id
es
,
to
th
e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
an
d
re
co
mm
en
di
ng
me
as
ur
es
to
re
du
ce
or
el
im
in
at
e
th
es
e
in
pu
ts
.
l.
 _ 2 _
2.
Providing estimates of the contribution of nonpoint sources of
pollution to the areas of concern.
3. Maintaining an awareness of the status, progress, and experience with
nonpoint source pollution control programs and fostering information
and technology transfer among the Great Lakes jurisdictions.
4. Providing a forum to ensure a comprehensive and coordinated approach
to planning and to the resolution of nonpoint source problems.
5. Evaluating the adequacy and effectiveness of nonpoint source
pollution control and related programs being implemented in the Great
Lakes basin.
6. Reviewing and making recommendations in conjunction with the
Surveillance Work Group as to monitoring, modelling, and other data
or information needed to assess the extent of nonpoint source
pollution and the effectiveness of control programs. Particular
emphasis will be given to establishing baseline data requirements.
standards for reporting information on programs, and compatible
definitions for various remedial practices.
7. Subject to the approval of the water Quality Programs Committee and
the Water Quality Board, establishing task forces of limited duration
to assist in the discharge of its responsibilities with respect to
specific activities in the Terms of Reference.
8. Preparing annual work plans for the Subcommittee and submitting
annual progress reports to the water Quality Programs Committee.
MEMBERSHIP
The Subcommittee will have a total membership of twelve (12). There will
be'one (1) American and one (l) Canadian Co—Chairman of the Nonpoint Source
Subcommittee appointed by the Water Quality Programs Committee. The other
members of the Subcommittee will include six (6) members selected from the
various federal, state, and provincial agencies involved in nonpoint sources
programs, two (2) members with technical and scientific expertise related to
nonpoint source pollution selected from the academic or the private sectors,
and two (2) members selected from affected interest groups, such as farm
organizations, soil conservation associations, or municipal organizations.
ERM
The Nonpoint Source Subcommittee is hereby established for a term up to
December 31, 1988. During l988 the Nonpoint Source Subcommittee will submit a
comprehensive report to the Programs Committee and the Board on the status,
operation, and effectiveness of the various nonpoint pollution control
programs implemented by the Parties and the Great Lakes States and Province in
response to meeting the requirements of the Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT NO. 6
GREAT
LAKES
POINT
SOURCE
DATA
NEEDS
The
following
identifies
the
Water
Quality
Board's
information
needs
with
respect
to
municipal
and
industrial
point
source
discharges
in
the
Great
Lakes
basin.
The
report
was
developed
by
a
Task
Force
established
by
the
Programs
Committee
to
consider
the
following
with
regard
to
a
Great
Lakes
point
source
data base to meet these needs:
0
the
proposed
uses
of
Great
Lakes
point
source
data,
0
the
specific
data
and
information
which
are
needed
for
each
point
source,
0
the format in which the data and other information should be provided,
0 the date by which all data should be submitted, and
0 who should have the responsibility and pay forcollecting and
processing the data for submission in the required format.
l.O BASIS FOR COLLECTING AND MAINTAINING GREAT LAKES POINT SOURCE DATA
2.0
The fundamental reason for collating data on municipal and industrial
point source dischargers to the Great Lakes system, which is collected by
the jurisdictions under their regulatory programs, is to provide the Water
Quality Board with some of the basic information needed for its reports to
the International Joint Commission on Great Lakes water quality. A
component of these reports is the Board's assessment of the effectiveness
of programs and other measures to abate, control, and prevent pollution of
the Great Lakes from point sources and identify any further requirements
the Parties need to implement in order to meet their commitments under
Article VI — “Programs and Other Measures”, Sections 1(a) to (d) of the
1978 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. Article VI states that "The
Parties shall continue to develop and implement programs and other
measures to fulfill the purpose of this Agreement and to meet the General
and Specific Objectives. Where present treatment is inadequate to meet
the General and Specific Objectives, additional treatment shall be
required.“
The specific uses for Great Lakes point source data are described in
Section 2.0. The data which the Parties, in cooperation with the state
and provincial governments, should be required to provide are listed in
Section 3.0. The proposed format, schedules and deadlines, and
responsibilities for data submission are presented in Sections 4.0, 5.0,
and 6.0 respectively.
USES FOR GREAT LAKES POINT SOURCE DATA
2.1 Determination, for individual municipal and industrial point sources,
of compliance with monitoring and effluent restrictions as identified
- 37 _
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at
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f
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i
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f
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c
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ra
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c
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c
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ra
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c)
A11
point
sources
of
a11
parameters
that
contribute
to
prob1ems
identified
in
the
“Areas
of
Concern".
A11
identified
point
sources
of
persistent
toxic
substances
and
a11
point
sources
of
radioactive
materia1s.
A11
municipa1
and
industria1
point
sources
discharging more
than
3
kg/d of tota1 phosphorus.
Specific data and information which shou1d be avai1ab1e for each point
source inc1ude: -
3.1
Name and address of discharger.
Indication of type or category of source of wastewater being
discharged, such as the Standard Industria1 C1assification (SIC) Code.
Permanent identification number (NPDES permit number, faci1ity
.number, or some other reference number).
Geographic 1ocation of discharge points (1atitude and 1ongitude) or
UTM. ,
The design hydrau1ic capacity of each individua1 wastewater treatment
system providing treatmentprior to discharge.
Receiving water name, inc1uding identification of major and minor
basins.
Stream reach code or other stream identifier.
Loading and/or eff1uent concentration requirements as specified in
NPDES permit, po11ution contro1 order, or other jurisdictiona1
requirement.
F1ow rates of discharge shou1d be reported on a “no 1ess than“
month1y average basis by individua1 pipes which are monitored as
specified in NPDES permit, po11ution contro1 order, or other
jurisdictiona1 requirement.
Discharge monitoring resu1ts shou1d be reported on a "no 1ess“ than
month1y average basis for a11 parameters regu1ated in 3.8, above or.
if 1ess frequent1y monitored, as specified in NPDES permit, po11ution
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oxidation and
reduction. etc.
In addition, some sources of
conventional which may be reported are very remote from the
lakes themselves
(in some cases 40 to 50 miles) and under almost
no circumstances would
reported
loadings ever gain access to the
Great Lakes.
It is recommended that only "significant" loadings, more than 10
kg per day, be reported for conventional parameters such as BOD
and suspended solids.
3.11 Number and type of samples from which average values are calculated.
3.l2 Schedules or dates for meeting effluent quality requirements.
3.13 Monitoring requirements detailing frequency of sample collection and
type of sample (grab, composite).
3.l4 The results of any special studies or other sampling data from the
significant Great Lakes point source dischargers, with special
emphasis on toxic substances, may also be reported.
4.0 FORMAT FOR DATA
The point source data should be provided in a format which permits ready
analysis in a Commission identified computer systems. The Great Lakes
agencies should cooperate in development of computer software programs to
facilitate data transfer to the IJC designated computer system.
5.0 SCHEDULES AND DEADLINES FOR SUBMISSION
Effluent quality and pollutant loading data should be provided on a
"Hater—Year" basis (October 1 to September 30). All data for a given water
year should be made available to the IJC Great Lakes Regional Office no later
than June 1 of the next calendar year.
1
6.0 RESPONSIBILITIES FOR DATA MANAGEMENT
The Parties to the Agreement. through U.S. EPA and Environment Canada, are
responsible for ensuring that the IJC Regional Office has access to the
required data, in an acceptable format, by the deadline.
7.0 DISCUSSION OF "COMPLIANCE"
Federal, state, and provincial water pollution control agencies have
a variety of definitions and bases for determining "compliance" of point
source dischargers with regulatory requirements. The Task Force discussed
some of the difficulties encountered when attempting to compare the
effectiveness of remedial programs given the distinct nature of various
jurisdictional requirements.
Some of the variables which make it difficult to compare
jurisdictional programs include:
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basis
for
establishing
effluent
requirements.
analytical
techniques
used.
specific
parameters
measured.
methods of flow measurement, and
method
of
calculation
of
loadings
("net“
or
"gross"
basis).
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The
Great
Lakes
Water
Quality
Agreement
requires
that
“water
quality
standards
and
other
regulatory
requirements
of
the
Parties
shall
be
consistent with
the
achievement
of
the
General
and
Specific
Objectives.
The
Parties
shall
also
use
their
best efforts
to
ensure
that
water quality
standards and other regulatory-requirements of the State and Provincial
Governments shall similarly be consistent with the achievement of these
Objectives“.
The Task Force believes that an attempt should be made to
determine whether or not existing water quality standards and other
regulatory requirements of the Great Lakes jurisdictions are consistent
with and adequate for achievement of the Agreement Objectives.
Comparisons of jurisdictional programs could then be made on the basis of
the extent to which dischargers are meeting their jurisdictional
requirements.
Another approach is to develop specific criteria or effluent
guidelines which are considered adequate to meet the Agreement
Objectives. These criteria. such as minimum levels of treatment or
specific effluent requirements, could be incorporated in the Agreement and
used to determine "compliance" of individual wastewater treatment facilities
in meeting the requirements of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.
8.0 CONCLUSION$
8.1 Computerized data bases currently exist, or are being developed in
the Great Lakes jurisdictions, which contain much of the point source
information and data required by the Water Quality Board and the
Commission.
8.2 There is no need for a single centralized Great Lakes point source
data base. provided the two Parties have information systems which
contain the data needed, and these data are made available in a
suitable form for use by the Commission and the Water Quality Board.
9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
9.l The Great Lakes jursidictions ensure that the point source
information and data requirements identified in this report are
collected, and maintained in their data management systems, for all
their municipal and industrial dischargers within the Great Lakes
System.
9.2
The
Part
ies,
in c
onsu
ltat
ion
with
the
IJC,
cont
inue
to d
evel
op a
nd
main
tain
comp
uter
prog
rams
to f
acil
itat
e ac
cess
to t
he p
oint
sour
ce
data identified in this report.
 9.3 The IJC ensure that the Great Lakes Regional Office has the
capability to access both the U.S. and Canadian point source data
bases and has the necessary resources to support any computer
programming and computer time necessary for data retrieval and
preparation of summary reports to meet the needs of the Commission.
the Water Quality Board and Science Advisory Boards and their
subgroups, and the public.
9.4 The Water Quality Board has requested its Programs Committee to consider
the question of "compliance" and either establish the adequacy of
jurisdictional water quality standards and other regulatory requirements
to achieve the objectives of the Agreement or propose criteria or effluent
guidelines which could be used as a basis for assessing the adequacy of
municipal and industrial point source remedial programs.
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